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DETAILED ACTION 

It is noted tliat tine Office Action mailed on 08/19/201 1 does not appear to be fully 
scanned in the Official file. Therefore, this is a replacement Office Action to provide a 
complete record. 

Response to Amendment 

In the amendment filed one 07/25/201 1 , Applicant amends claim 9 as follows: 

}iK.!t^'."5isl^ djtj vtk^it^ twv- (.ij 5!ii'!c sidSuta' cnit-RfSL; liislij a u'(iabttdlit'!i 5iiirf<.r£Ut.T(t bglJi^gJi 

This amendment raises new issues that would require further consideration and 
search. 

Therefore, this amendment is hereby denied entry. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 07/25/201 1 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 



On page 8 applicant argues: 
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According to DuBroff, insurance is provided to spouses tlirougli periodic 
payments. Tliis is a form of "collecting data" because a payment suggests a monetary 
amount from a source. This represents at least two form of "data" to be collected. 



On page 8 applicant argues: 

DuBroff suggests that actuaries, insurance plan executives, bankers, and 
lawyers to implement an insurance policy as described by DuBroff previously. 
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This teacliing is considered to be "calculating various data required for 
insurance" because one of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that at least 
actuaries would perform the calculations required to implement an insurance policy. 

Applicant's argument on the bottom of page 8 to the middle of page 10 is 
directed towards proposed amendments that are denied entry. 



On page 10-1 1 Applicant argues: 
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While Examiner agrees tliat DuBroff would not provide payout for divorced 
couples who do not have children, Applicant's claim does not exclude the embodiments 
wherein the couples do have children. 

Therefore, the married with children embodiment is fully enveloped by the scope 
of the claim, and is suggested by the applied art. 



On page 11-12 Applicant argues: 
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It appears that Applicant is arguing that the applied art do not teach providing 
coverage to "unmarried" couples, Examiner hereby clarifies the record. 
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The recited "two... persons entering into a coliabitation agreement are 
unmarried", Examiner considers tliat tine persons are unmarried before entering tine 
"coliabitation agreement" because tliis "coliabitation agreement" is marriage. Once 
entered into the "cohabitation agreement", they are married. 

Therefore, insurance could be provided to single people before they are married. 

It is noted that the claim does not exclude the couples from being married while 
being in the "cohabitation agreement", wherein the previously denied entry amendment 
notwithstanding. 



Applicant's argument on the bottom of page 1 2 to the top of page 1 3 is directed 
towards proposed amendments that are denied entry. 



On page 13 Applicant argues: 

b>*ch "snsUf ^iSve'" - iU f.tti sK cmu^ ^;i!.«4t(U\ pl-sisi - v^i^iAd be itsJu^iL-^-t 
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This portion of DuBroff suggests tliat tine spouses could use tine payout to 
substitute for monetary settlements typically decided during family court. It is well 
known that family court decides a variety of financial issues regarding the marriage and 
dissolution thereafter. 

While DuBroff only provides exemplary embodiments of such types of decisions, 
one of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that other issues regarding custody and 
other family issues are decided in family court, and the payout could be use to 
substitute for these court decisions. 

Applicant's argument on the bottom of page 13 to the middle of page 14 is 
directed towards proposed amendments that are denied entry. 

On page 15-17 Applicant merely rehashes arguments previously addressed 
above, and incorporated herein. 

On page 1 8 Applicant further argues that the applied art do not teach the recited 
"financial consequences". 

As previously discussed above, it is known that family court decides a myriad of 
financial issues for the divorce, including custody and payments therefor. 

As such, similar rationale as discussed above applies, and is incorporated 

herein. 
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On page 19 Applicant argues: 
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Examiner is unable to understand Applicant's argument. 

Claim 12 requires that during an "ending" of a "contractual relationship", "financial 
consequences" are paid, including "legal fees", as well as other recited forms of 
"financial consequences". 

As discussed above, DuBroff suggests that the insurance be used to pay for 
decisions usually decided by family court. As discussed above, these issues may 
involve many types of financial issues. 

Grande specifically teaches that health and life insurance premiums must be paid 
as part of a divorce settlement (page 652-653). 

Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art would be able to use the payouts of 
DuBroff in combination with the secondary references to pay for legal fees and other 
fees as part of a divorce settlement, wherein custodial child support is known to be one 
type of fees. 

While Applicant appears to assert the advantage of reducing health premiums, it 
is not apparent from claim 1 2 how a simple policy that payouts for the financial 
consequences could be used to reduce any health premiums that are assessed 
independently of any marriage insurance. 
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Does Applicant intend to argue tliat tine premiums are more affordable because 
the policy payout makes the premium more affordable by paying for at least a part of the 
premium? Additional clarification is requested. 

On page 19 Applicant argues: 

rc,!,siin.tbly di\k;{o.s;fs then iniiiHs^x-^ the 'Viifi;>kj!R'"-sfei" J i^VDuBfi t> ussh t«'sMeE 
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In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

In this case, no portion of the specification is relied on for the ground of rejection. 



On page 19 Applicant argues: 
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As discussed above witli respect to DuBroff, custody and cliild support are also 
typically paid for by divorce decree as decided by family court. In Grande, health and 
life coverage are simply another form of fees typically paid by divorce decree. 

The problem explicitly recognized by DuBroff is that divorced people simply do 
not have money to pay for the divorce decree. Therefore, DuBroff provides socially 
responsible insurance to help pay for at least a portion of fees that were previously paid 
for by divorce decree (page 45 column 2). 



On page 19 Applicant argues: 



Ine iHYfcc kH;nt1 rh>« 'Ws p« clasm K !icP^^>ff sJug^^eatN ps^^\Hh^^^^ j>;tyt>.it5 tc* pwflo 
chddren of the divorced coupie.. IXjiimtt. supra . 



This is found explicitly in DuBroff (page 46): 

^a^lJ Viife wtKfe tK^iti wsMnnef bt< 
w-^vct« -hovj**^ ■^a*!^ ^t^'^ 
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Clearly, DuBroff intends to apply the insurance program to: (a) married people, or 
(b) all people who have children. 

The grammar of this section does not suggest that unmarried people with 
children would be excluded from the program. 

Even assuming arguendo that DuBroff only teaches people with children, this 
teaching is sufficient to meet the limitations of claim 1 . 

On page 19 Applicant argues: 

Examiner cannot interpret Applicant's argument regarding "to the extent it goes 
beyond Golden being directed to legal insurance...". Additional clarification is 
requested. 

Examiner assumes arguendo that Applicant is arguing that Golden does not 
teach providing legal fees for divorce. 
Golden teaches (page 2): 

According to Golden, insurance provides payout for legal fees arising out of a 
divorce proceeding. 
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On page 20 Applicant argues: 

n,v{x^;tf\sl ^ vlm^yt.^' and Us^^ijimr ^hs 1- xlso'' 5 fSu^ok-r^ !? j^tX' k\c^t>l dtKxkxt 

TIlis argument lias been addressed above, and incorporated lierein. 
On page 20 Applicant argues: 
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Applicant makes this argument without addressing what is an "investment". 

Examiner submits that the annuity plan is a form of "investment". 

Furthermore, the money paid by the insured is put into, i.e. "invested", the 
annuity plan. After a period of no divorce, this annuity plan is paid out to couples who 
do not divorce. 

On page 20 Applicant argues: 

^\§Hs<-53.jh i>isBn>ft 5t,u-Srt-'- j^.uisHxt^i' .i-nviUfJ t>ot'!ier-- ^ho{ \i,.nad sijvri-'ji i?idc\cijsj 

As discussed above and identified by Applicant, DuBroff can offer insurance to 
newly weds. On page 45 DuBroff explicitly teaches: 

smm\%f m^mmm pm-^^^ies toe 
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According to DuBroff, tine plan would be initiated at the time of marriage. 
Therefore, this teaching suggests that the plan is instituted at least some time prior to 
marriage. During this period, the couple is considered to be "prospective participant". 

On page 20-21 Applicant argues: 

"Ok; fiffici:- goes ,yn Ri fisK^ JK^vvfvej- ^hiil ■'DikBtttft" rcwignss.cs diaS >i3\S5i:g p*Xij>S« mi^y s'soi 
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DuBroff teaches: 
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¥-<ssJF!sj cfttisjfss stofs'S have mw!^ 

One of ordinary skill in the art understands that young couples do not have 
money for long term investments, such as the 20 year investment outline by DuBroff. 
Additionally, it is quite clear that young people in general do not have much money to 
invest in anything. 

On page 21 Applicant argues: 

E}5ii' .if pJu^JEJf - is.ipsjti.- tho! thss 'fr^Lsd^ <>:i: ''p-^oio-cltiJ esmnj-s's jp,ir'>^s.}ph I's'f ly ) 



Golden teaches: 
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States. Civsfse issqsRis. are rsot ©Rtelted to gabticss* lynsfed s^as^wm.) 

According to Golden, Russia provides divorce insurance on tine wedding day. In 
the UK, poor divorced people are provided legal fees. 

This teaching suggests providing poor people divorce insurance on their wedding 
day because poor people may not have money in the future to pay for divorce fees, and 
fully meets the claimed limitations. 

On page 21 Applicant argues: 
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As per claim 16, Applicant does not limit the "changed circumstances" to any 
particular embodiment. Accordingly, the marriage status of being married more than 5 
years fully meets the limitation. 

As per claim 17, this claim is rejected with Covert, which Applicant does not 
address. 
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On page 22 Applicant argues: 
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Examiner cannot interpret Applicant's argument. Additional clarification is 
requested. 

On page 22 Applicant argues: 
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As discussed above, the annuity plan invests the premium paid by the insured, 
and incorporated herein. 

On page 22 Applicant argues: 
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In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

As discussed by Applicant, the motivation to combine is explicitly provided. 

Regarding Golden not being as cited, additional clarification is requested 
because Examiner cannot determine from Applicant's argument what is lacking from 
Golden. 

Conclusion 

In view of the totality of the evidence, the finality of the previous office Action is 
hereby maintained. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Iran Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-270- 
1310. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 9:00 am - 5:00 pm 
Eastern Eastern. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert W. Morgan can be reached on 571-272-6773. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571 - 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/TN/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3626 
/Robert Morgan/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3626 



